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Summary of Findings

If present land consumption trends continue, Maryland's land
area will support an average density of 623 people per square
mile in the year 2000. The 1970 density was 397 people per
square mile, , . .

Since 1949, more than 1,2 million acres have been withdrawm from -
agricultural use. The rate of decline has averaged 62,600 acres
per year. o : ‘ ..

Total land committed to non-agricultural use, including urban
related development and park and open space acreages, will nearly
double from 1,0 million acres in 1970 to 1.7 million acres in
20000

Regional growth trends indicate that by the year 2000, ‘L4L5% of the
Metropolitan Baltimore region and 50% of the Suburban Washington
region will be committed to urban-related development and open
spacee

Residential ares commitments amounted to 351,000 acres, or 5e5%
of Maryland's land area in 1970, By 2000, 483,000 acres, or 7.6%
of the land area will be utilized for residential purposes if
development trends continue,

Available commercial forest area data indicate that.acreage is
decreasing at a Statewide rate of 8.8% per year, If this rate

continues, commercial forest area will decrease from 2.5 million -

acres in 1970 to 1.7 million acres in 2000

Statewide managed open space acreage is expected to increase
from 210,000 acres in 1970 to 330,000 acres by 1950.

Large acreagesof land are also held by speculative forces in
anticipation of future development, These lands are usually not
available for serious agricultural endeavor. The complexity of
forces in the land conversion process makes a quantification of
these acreages virtually impossible.




CONCLUSIONS

This report has attempted to assist in determining ‘the need for
preservation of agficultural land in Maryland by revealing the non-
agricultural land demands ahd.population growth trends oflthe past and for
the future. These analyses were also supplemented by stuaieé of the trends
in agriculfural and forest area land usage. Examination of the material
presented will make a meaningful contribution to the uﬁderstanding of
many of the aspects'of agriculturel land preservation. |

The available data clearly indicate that agricultural preservation
should not be based completely on urban-related land demands alone. The
three significant statistics of the report emphasize this point well,

1. that the expected farmland decrease based on contlnuatlon
of trends will be approximately 1.9 million acres;

2, that commercial forest area could decrease by .8 million
acres, and

3. that .8 million additional acres will likely be committed
to non-agricultural purposes by the year 2000,

In other words, it is anticipated that agricultural and commercial forest
land areas will decrease more than three times as much as urban-related
land commitments will increase. An unknown amount of this "decrease" over
and above the non-agricuiturél demands must be considered in a transitional
stage in the complete conversion process from farms or vacant land to the
irreversably urban committeds In this category are lands being held for
urban speculation, those_reverted to nonrproductive woodland or vacant land
in anticipation of a change in use, and those abandoned for other purposes.
Because of the complex factors in the consumption/conversion process, it

is impossible to accurately quantify these transitional land use categories.

-3




Agricultural land preservétion techniques can therefore only be based
in part on accommodation of future population growth and non-agricultural
land commitments, The forces influencing the future of agi’icu,ltural land
are gpparently in maﬁy cases not.directly land orien’oed. Thére are riational
economic and intematioﬁal trade policies that influence the competitive
framework ﬁthin which individual decisions are made that ultimately deber-

mine the future use of tovda'y's_ farmland,




BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

Maryland's location within the Megalopolitan corridor connotes an
 urban lifestyle characterized by extensive developmenis, intensive usage
of land and dense populations. Because the supply of land is inelastic,
and because the demands for land to accommodate population growth are
increasing, economic trade-offs between the resourcé and consumption values
'ofhland must be delicately weighed, It is therefore desirable to know the
past and present patterns of land usage and to consider the future land
requirements as they consume agricultural land, wetlands, commercial forest
areas, and other undeveloped or vacant land.

In the consumption/conversion process, land and population are the
dynamic variables, In this analysis, per capita consumption rates and land
area to population ratios, and the changes in these measures through. time,
are the real indicators of the pattern of land consumption and conversion
in Maryland,

Maryland has approximately 8.2 million acres, of which 6.6 million are
land and wetland areas, The 300,000 acres of wetlands are derined as
seasonal or permenent~-standing water & 6.0 feet and with sutficient moisture
to support aquatic or semi-aguatic plant growth;l/ The land and wetland
areas of the State are not constant; and shore erosion and public works
projects,»suéh as the land drainage activity under PL-566, are expected
to simultaneously reduce the total land and wetland acreage. The total
land area is expected to decline from 6,318,965 acres in 1967 to 6,301,000
acres by 1986;2/ The land and wetland areas of Maryland are presented in

Table 1. (Other items in Table 1 will be discussed later in the text.)
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Generally, sources have not always made the distincﬁion between land
- area and total area when reporting data. qu-most purposes, the county
land area changes are minimal, énd for this report, ratios and other
estimates are based on the total land area (1967) reported in Table 1.

On this relatively constant land area is a rapidly cﬁaﬁging population.
 Maryland population dsta indicate that thé State expérieﬁced a rapid post-
World War IT boom but that the rate of growth has declined since 1960,
Regionally, the growth has been unbalancgd, with a tremendous rate of in-
cfeasglin the Suburban Washington and“Meirqpolitan Baltimore areas,;
moderéte growth in the Southern‘Maryland and Frederick regions, and a
slower rate of increase in the Western Maryland and Eastern Shore regions.
Total State population is expected to increase at a progressively
decreasing rate from 3,922,399 in 1970 to 6,149,500 in the year 2000.2/
The'actuallpopulation figures and projections for selected time periodé
are presented bylcounty, region, and for the State in Table 2, These
data are also presented in Figure 2 for regional comparison. The present
change in'growth by region is indicated in Table 3.

The statistic whiéh best relates the land area to population growth
is density. In Table L is indicated the éouniy;_regional, and State
densities since 1940, including the projections to 2000. The pattern
which emerges is similar to the population growth pattern. ' Metropolitan
coﬁnties_haye high and increasing densities while rﬁral agricultural
counties have low and fluctuating or slowly increésing densities. The
rapid increase in density of the Southern Maryland region is significant
and probably indicafes a basic change in the character of fhe region
in the future. The Frederick region exhibits a similar change, and both
undoubtedly are reflective of the expansion_of the Suburban Washington/

Metropolitan Baltimore corridor.
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The purpose of this report is to determine the approximate non-agri-
cultural demands for lénd to the year 2000. These demands are projected
largély on‘the basis of past and current trend assumptions in accordance
with projectéd population.A Data are tébulated on the regional and state
levels aﬁd indicate the relative balance and distribution of various
land uses, The sigﬁificance of analyzing datg at the regional level is
realigzed Whén'the plaﬁning regions (Figure 1) are viewed as historical,
geographicél, and economic units,

‘ Tﬁe detail of analysis has been limited by the availability of
reliable data. Basic sources of daﬁa included U. S. Jensus Bureagu
publications, Maryland county comprehensive plans, Maryland regional
development plans, and special topical reports such as housing or resource
inventories, Althoﬁgh a wide variety of source materials were utilized,
there were occasions when it was difficult to establish clear temporal
patterns of land usage. Where possible, future trends have been deter-
mined from simple regression analyses. Where the data have been less
than sufficient, future trends have been determined on the basis of
existing ratios. PTeliminéry population projections based on employment
trends were generated by the Department of State Planning and were used
for the year 2000. |

It is important that the future area commitments be interpreted in
light of the assumptions under which they were made. These estimates
should also 5e considered as approximations or ranges of most likely
occurrence rather than as attempts to describe the exact future requirements
of various land uses. Occasionally, data were either non-existent or

inadequate for projectione




Often, sources reporting the same data conflicted. Some of the
differences can be attributed to methods or classification schemes.
In other cases, it was ev:l.dent that results from earlier studies were
adopted mthout e;qalana'blon or data revision to later studles, apparently
in lieu of resurveying or of obtaining accurate data., The problems of

different time period data grouped together, especially when placed in

larger temporal ranges, are difficult to correct and raise doubts concern-

ing the accuracy of the other data. &n example of this is explained
later in relation to total developed area statistics and is also
presented in Table 56
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THE NON~AGRICULTURAL DEMAND FOR LAND

In determining the demands which will be plaéed on land to ‘accommodate
expected population growth, it is desira‘ble to gain an understanding of
those classificatiohs of land which are predominant in tefms of area at
this time and to tentatively anticipate what the future outlook for these
categories of land may be., |

The largest usage of land in most counties is for agricultural Pro=
duction,s In general, Maryland's agricultural land has been decreasing since
1900 at a moderate rate, and sihce l§h9 at a rapid rate. Various reports
have attempted to trace the decline of land in farms and to project
future acreages. These reports indicate that the rate of decrease is
expected to slow considerébly. However, regression analyses of‘ agri=-
cultural 4acreage do not support this sﬁggestion, and in this report the
agricﬁltural acreages are projected from the historic trend.g/

The ranges of land in farms projected to 2000 are based on several
linear regression analyses. Regressions of land in farms through time
for 1900-1969 and 1949-1969, and of land in farms vérsus population:
growth for 1900-1969 and 1949~1969, indicate that the State w1l have
approximately 920,000 acres in farms by the year 2000. This represents
only 15% of the total State land area, compared to 2.8 million acres, or
L% of the tobal land area, in 1969:5-/ The preliminary regional projec-
tions are presented in Table 1. At this rate of decline, only the
Frederick and AEastern Shore fegions will have significant areas in

6/
agricultural land,™




Although forest land is not strictly considered a "use", acres
suifable for potential commercial production also occupy significant
.proportions of regional areas. Infortunately, data on forest srcas ani
projected areas of production are inadequate. The only availahle data
- from 196l and 1967 indicate that commercial forest ares is.declining at
a Statewide rate of almost 9% per year. It is somewhst undesirable to
project acreages based on such a narrow time period, But should this
rate continue, coﬁmercial forest 1and\would decrease from 2.6 million
acres, or Ll1.6% of the total St%te land area, tb 1.6 million acres, or:
26.5% of the area by 2000. Regional projections of commercial forest
area are presented in Table 1.

The remaining significant non-urban_reiated usage o; land includes
 undeveloped and vacant land. There are fgw individual county eﬁumerations
of this ¢ategory, not even to consider any estimates of fuﬁufe areas.
Most often, vacant and undeveloped land acreages are considered as a.
residual which is obtained after all other land ﬁses are accounted fqr.
Because of the lack of data, and because some land use requirements are
presented as ranges,‘this report does not attempt to estimate acreages
‘for the non-agricultural—forestfundeveloped land category.

It is important to rote that the acres which are removed from agri-
cultural and commercial forest land cannot be directly accounted for.
Some of this land is converted to urban uses,_and some is Teft idle as
vacant or undeveloped land. The determination of what land will be con-
verted during urban expansioh depends upon factors such as location,
éite considerations, land'market conditions, and pre—conversion/pést—v

conversion anticipated development profit. TFor example, wetland areas
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are obviously not the easiest land to develop for residential uses,
especially compared to 6ther well-drained land. However, from 1942 to
1967, more thaﬁ 3,200 acres of wetiands have been consumed for this
purpose.Z/ It is, therefore, very difficult to determine the quantity
of agricultural land, commercial forest land, wetlands, or vacant land
which will be Qonéumed for urban development at any giveh time.

Unlike the total ﬁndeveloped land category, there have been esti-
mates of the total qrbén development areas at the couni& level, The -
data is éoﬁplete fﬁr 1958, 1960, and 1967 and for projections to 1980
and 2000. Several county reports have also reported the total developed
area. A cursory analysis of these estimates in a tempofal array reveals
that there is general inconsistency and uncofrected duplicétion froﬁ one
report to another., An example of this is_presented in Table 5. The
county repdrts are generally overestimated and probably feflect differ-
ences in claésificafion. Rural non-farm residéntial écreéges are in-
cluded in éome county reports and excluded in others. "

The total developed area acreages and estimates for 1958, 1960,1
1967, 1980 and 2000 were éqrrelatea with county populatiohs for those
years. The results revealed genefélly high correlations: .965; .979,
.906, .980, aﬁd 979, reSpectively. The‘totél developed area was also
divided by the total.couhty population to obtaiﬁ.a per cépita consumption
acreage. In Table 6, per capita consumption rates are indicated.
Occasionally, the figures do not fit a consistent tempéral pattern.

However, regional generalizations tend to verify the relative accuracy




suggested by the high coefficients of correlation. The data indicate
that per capita urban land consumption rates are generally declining in

urbanizing regions such as Suburban Washington and Metropolitan Baltimore.

Western Maryland and the Upper Eastern Shore generally exhibit increasing

per capita rates.

The percentage of the total regional area which is comprised of the
total developed area ranges from 2.1% for the Lower Eastern Shore to

23.4% for Suburban Washington for 1970, and from 2.6% to 3lL.6% for these

'same regions, respectively, for 2000, Statewide, only 6.9% of the total.

land area was developed by 1970, ‘and only 10.5% will be developed by the
year 2000. | ‘ A

The total.developed area estimates are based on 1960 trend data and

' do not include other urban-related uses such as County, State, and Federal

parks and open’ space. Park and open space acreages are not developed in

the same sense as residential or commercial uses; however, these are uses

‘to which the land is committed. Consequently, a more accurate estimate

of urban-related development includes ail acreages which are committed
and are not available for development. Estimates of total committed
lands for 1970 and 2000 were determined by aggregating the acreages for
the various use classifiéation in Table 1. The total committed iand .
projections will be considered following a brief analysis of each type

of urban-related commitment,
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4 Estimates of future reéidential area requi:ements are based upon
trend assumption of 1970 data. Given future populations, the 197C persons
per household densities were applied to the population projections to
obtain projections of the number of dwelling units. The total dwelling
units were then divided by the dwelling unit density per aére to obtain
total residential acreage. As a trend projection, the method works quite
wellys however, its practical application may be questioned if the type
of -development within a cpunty is expected to change significantly. If
the change is minimal, an increase in‘dwelliﬁg unit aensity will be
offset somewhat by the lower.household-density; An eXaMple where this
would apply might be a rural, low-density unit dbminated céunty}in.which
5 or 10% multi-family units were added.

- For larger metropolitan counties, the density problem is not as
easily balanced. Fortunately, for the Baltimore Metropolitan region,
data were obtained to corréct for density of development. A breakdoﬁn
of household size and dwelling units per'acre was obtained for four
classes of develo?ment, and these were welghted based on 1970 existing
ratios. The projectioné are still a trend assumption, but they explain
the housing development quite adequately. Similar detailed breakdowns
were not available for the Suburban Washington region.

The residential areé requirements range from 1.2% of the total area
of the Upper Bastern Shore to 11.9% of the total area of SuBurban
Washington in 1970, and from 1.5% to 20.3% for the same regions, respec-
tively, for the year 2000.. Stateﬁide, total residential development
accounted for only L.3% of the total land area in 1970, and will acccunt

for only 7.3% in the year 2000.
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Future area requiremenis for commercial and industrial uses were
determined from existing ratios. The population to comﬁercial/indﬂstrial
area ratios were‘caiculated and applied to future populations. The -
ratios of total residential acreage to commercial/industrial acreage were
also applied to projected residential requirements. Gener#lly, a rela=
'tively close-range of,area.rgquirements were generated. In most cases,.
the percentages of the total county land areas represented by both ratios
were identical or within .1%. Because the residential area ratio was
based on an earlier projection, the closeness of the two ratios lends
some confidence in their general applicability. It shouid be noted that
some of the ratios were based on data prior £§'197O where reéent data on
‘commercial or industrial areas were.not available. These few countieé
were in rural regions where it can be aésumed that the acreage devoted.
o commercial and industrial development has not changedlsigﬁificantly.
The ranges of projected commercial and industrial.aéreage are presenﬁed
for the regions in Table 1.

From Table 1 it can be generalized that the residential té commercial/.
industrial ratios yield a higher estimate than thé population ratios.
However, for most regions, especially non-urbanized areas, the differ-
ences produce no signifiéant change in the proportionvof land area
devoted to tﬁeée uses. ‘industrial acreage generslly occupled a larger
proportion of the regional érea. Indusfrial acreage also often includes
zoned areas which are undeveloped; consequently; large differences in

estimates can often be explained{
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Commercial requirementé range from ,1-.2% of the area of Frederick
and‘the Lower Fastern Shore to 1.0-1.2% of Suburban Washington for 1970,
and from .1-.2% of the Lower Eastern Shore to 1.7-1.9% of the ares of
Suburban Washington for 2000. TIndustrial requirements range from .1%
of Frederick to 2.0-2.3% of the Metropolitan Baltimore region for 1970,
and from ,2% of Frederick to 3.6-L.2% of the Metropolitan Baltimore
- region for 2000, |

Local and county park requirements havé been generated by the
ihpartment of State Planning at the regional level for 1990, and state-
wide open space requirements have been projected at the state level.
Local park acreages are based on standard acreage/population ratios; no
standards have been applied to the épen space requirements because of the
special purpose and unique characteristics of these areas. The available
data for/local and county parks and statewide open space rgquirements
are presented in Table 1. The_dataAindicate a concentration of local
park acreage in the Suburban Washington and Metropolitan Baltimore
Regions. Although not specified, statewide open space areas tend to be
located in forest areas of Western Maryland and in wildlife habitat areas
of the Eaétern Shore. Statewidg, open space acreage is expected to
increase from 210,000 acres in 1970-to 330,000 acres by 1990. This is
not to imply State owneréhip but use and conservaﬁion of public and
private open space and recreation lands. Federal open space area commit-

ments have been determined from existing ownership and use patterns.
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State and Federal land other than open space can be 013551fled as

/public or institutionale These lands are essentially committed to State
and Federal facilities which provide services, such as hOSpitals_and
1nstallatlons such as office complexes. An inventory of existing acreage
was used to obtain populatlon/area ratios which were applled to future
population projections. If current ratios remain relatively constant,
Federsl institutional acreage will increase from.lhB,OOO acres in 1970
to. 232,000 acres by 2000. State-owned 1and other then open space Will
xincrease from 52,000 acres in 1970 to 81,000 acres by 2000. Regional
'breakdowps of these acreages are presenﬁed in Table 1.

‘ Data are inadéquate to inventofy transportation and public utility
- acreage on the regional level,. However,_it is expected that ﬁost of the
Acapital expenditurés for transportation will be for improvementg of the
existing system rather than extensive additions of new roads. Although
utility acreagé is expected to increasé, the Statewide percentage of the
‘land area devoted to ﬁhis usage will likely be less than 1%. Available
regional data for transpoftation and utility acreéges are presented in
-Taeble 1.

It is poésible that the classification used in Table 1 is not com-
.pléte. In order to compensate for any minor omissions, 3% of the resi=-
“dential area was assigneﬁ to include miscellaneous usese.

Totel land committed for nonéagricultural purposes throughout the
:Stﬂte amounted to approx1mately 1.0 million acres, or 15% of the total land
‘area, for 1970. By the year 2000, total committed lands will account for

51.7 million acres, or 26% of the State land area. Regionally, the acreages
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range from 10,000 acres, or 3.7% of the Upper Eastern Shore to 375,000
acfes, or 25.5% of the Baltimore Metropolitan fegion for 1970, and from
57,000 acres, or 5.3%, to 660,000 acres, or L5.0¢ of the same regions,
respectively, for the year 2000, The totsl committed lands projected
from the various uses in Table 1 are best interpreted as é relative
index of the scale of expected development acitivity within each plenning
region. The extent to which dewelopment proceeds in accordance with

the past trend depends upon many complex factors in the land consumption

and conversion process,.
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TABLE 1:

Sources/Notes:

(1) Wetland acreéges (included in total land area) from Maryland Department

of State Planning, Wetlands in Maryland, Vol. 2, Technical Report,
1969, Present acreage from inventory is enumerated

Total land area from Maryland Soil and Water Conservation Needs
Inventory, 1967.

A

N
N>
~L

(3)

(L)

(5)

(6)

Agriculturalacreages based on Linear regression analvsés of land
in farms vs. population and decline in land through time, from
1900 to 1969.

Forest areas for projections ‘based on Northeast Forest Experlment
Station, Timber Resources of Maryland, 1967.

Total developed area for 1970 based on mean of per capita land
consumption rates for 1960 and 1980 and applied to 1970 .regional
population. Per capita rates for 1960 and 1980 based on Maryland
Department of State Planning, Inventory of Land Characteristics
by Resource Areas, 1960, Year 2000 developed area prOJectlon
applied directly from the Inventory.

Committed land area projections repreéent the summation of the projected
ranges of areas for the various urban-related uses in llne 2 of Table
1 (footnoted items 6 to 13). :

Notes:
1. Method: Population & household size = number of dwelling units.
Dwelling units + density/acre = number of acres.

2. Den31ty of dWelllng units/acre based on ratio of residential units
to total residential land area for previous land use studies
(most are 1970 data)

3. Projections assume continuation of 1970 dwelling densities and
household size. In rural counties, it is expected that increased
densities due to more multi-family development will be balanced

by a corresponding decrease in household size. Baltimore regional
density corrections based on data from Regional Planning Council.

-28-




TARLE 1:
Sources/Notes (Continued)
Sources:

2000 population projections: Maryland Department of State Planning, Planning
" Research Division.
1970 Household size from Morton Hoffman & Company, Inc., Memorandum B-2,
. - Population, Housing and Household Trends & Projections, 1972,
1970 Density ratios and household size for Metropolitan Baltimore from
Regional Planning Council, 1970 Land Use Analysis, 1973.

(7) Two ratios were used to determine commercial ares commitments. The
first figure of each range is the ratio of population to existing
commercial area applied to the projected population for 2000. The
second estimate is the ratio of existing residential area to existing

. commercial area applied to the projected residential area for 2000.
Existing commercial areas are based on land use inventories. It
should be noted that this is a somewhat crude methodology duve to
unavailability of reliable data.

(8) TIndustrial area commitments were determined according to the same
procedure reported in footnote (7) above.

(9) Federal and State institutional acreage from inventory by Maryland
Department of State Planning, 1973.

(10) Open Space acreage from inventory of State and Federal lands by
Maryland Department of State Planning, 1973, Requirements are
for 1990.

(11) Transportation data, where available, from 1974 National Transportation
Study, U.S5. Department of Transportation.

— oo = —(12)Ubility acreage, where tabulated; from Maryland Department of State
’ Planning, 1973.

(13) Other urban-related land vses defined as 3% of the residential
acreage.
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TABLE 6: PFR CAPITA URPAN LAND CONSUMPTION:
1958, 1960, 1967, 1980, 2000,
BY COUNTY AWD REGION.

1958 1960 1967 _ 1960 2000

Western Maryland 155 .182 167 o17h J1ED
Garrett . 156 R ) 1Y 176 L1 V162
Allegany : 172 Q69 A7k 176 G
Washington .139 .202 160 S 82

Frederick | .63 . 136 . 180 L128 .123

¥etro. Daltimore .10k - ,102 ’ 120 .10L 102
Anne ‘Arundel . J67 .152 162 123~ R
Baltimore City 051 .05 .055 056 056
Baltimore County 179 w162 176 .16l W162
Carroll : ' .138 143 : 175 - L112 . «107
Harford 1448 © .18k AL .113 098
Howard .18L .129 267 Al? WOR9

Suburban Washington .130 135 Jo1 - 11k 107
Montgomery - .138 154 117 .128 116
Prince George's .12l 117 .088 .10 100

Upper Eastern Shore L167 269 .208 .258 .25l
Caroline .239 0533 2L0 526 528
Cecil 0% .130 125 SRR 157
Kent o .210 .359. 260 350 .351
Queen Anne's .230 S T 326 349 : 2311
Talbot . .187 JA77 .250 LA71 182

Southern Maryland .24l .290 312 .190 L8
Calvert .155 216 271 164 o162
Charles 179 392 2 7,188 123
St. Mary's 4 327 .236 <393 .20L «193

Lower Eastern Shore 204 .188 303 196 .183
Dorchester : .250 - .213 591 .220 252
Somerset 21 .239 229 250 202
Wicomico : <103 122 .1h6 : 140 120
Worcester : 337 2U8 - 349 226 S,207

STATE . 125 .11k 143 110 .108

Notes: Per capita rates derived from total population « total urban development
area, Assumes constant population for Baltimore City after 1980,

Sources: 1958, 1967 total developed areas from the Maryland 8011 and Water

Gonservatlon Needs Inventory, 1971.
1960, 1980, 2000 total developed areas from the Maryland Department of
State Planning's Inventory of Land Characteristics, 1960.
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FOOTNOTES

Maryland Department of State Planning., Wetlands in Maryland Vol. II:
Technical Report, Januany, 1969, Appendlx A,

University of Maryland. Agrlculture '76. Vol. III: Resources and
Services in Production, p. 3.

U, S. Census of Populatlon, 1970,,2000 Populatlon total for State from
Planning Research Division, Maryland Department of State Planning.

Specific agricultural data and analysis are included in the final
report, Technical Report #k, A Historic Analysms of Land Consumption
and Conversion 1n.Mary1and.

University of Maryland, Op. Cit., p. 3.

Although the Frederick region will experience significant urban growth,
the size of the county will still permit extensive acreage for agri-
culture. In 1969, Frederick County had more land in farms than any
other county, and had more land in farms than the Suburban Washington
region and almost as much as Southern Maryland.

Maryland Department of.State Flanning, Op. Cit., Appendix A




